Bidder Name: CENPATICO

2009 Iowa Plan RFP Bid Evaluation Scoring Tool

TECHNICAL COMPONENT
7A.2 Programmatic Overview ---- 60%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 150 pages.
Does it exceed? Y/N?

T Uil o Bub-Section Score (circle one): -

 Meets With Distinction ~ ' Meets | Partially Meets. ~ Fails to Meet =~

FA.2,2

L. Did the bidder describe the experience it has in treating individuals aged 65 and
older?

*  Did the bidder identify other states in which coverage has been provided? A2 and Ohio are examples provided. (Strength) Limited experience (Weakness)
If so, do the referenced examples demonstrate experience that will benefit
efforts to serve Iowans 65 and older? ‘

»  Did the bidder identify challenges and identify strategies for surmounting : o
any identified challenges? Did the examples demonstrate a thorough jes, prescription review program. (Strength) Health Passport and training
understanding of the population and how to serve it?

¢ [f there any recommended additions to the provider network as part of the

~=proposal intended-to beter serve thoseaged 6 S and-older; do they appear ;eme:bzfrs.ed—serv—iees—is—a-pi-ﬁs:(Strength}{—ommﬁnity-col—lege—involvemeiﬁfmyﬁism—
appropriate and likely to be effective? be a positive. (Strength)
s Isthere a proposed transition plan to ensure the continuity of care while Lo . o
enrolling the population into the Iowa Plan, including a communication Heavy on data plan. Geod communication and education plan for utilizers.
plan? Is the communication plan sufficiently detailed and does it Strength)

demonstrate an approach that is appropriate and likely to be effective?




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

| Meets With Distinction

+ - Sub-Section Score (cixcle one): -0

 Meets  PartiallyMeets  Failsio Meet -

Lack of substance {Weakness) Not a convincing plan.

See #1 above, {(Weakness) Lack of substance on this issue
More specific, but not really detailed

More of the same

More of the same

SUE R

btrategies not clearly developed.

$ee above. Question of team engagement is potential positive. (Strength)

_"7A.2.3.‘é|) Coordination and Integration of Sexvices "+ 0 oS
‘(Sections 4.1, 4A; 4B, and 5A of the RFP) v 0 o

l. Did the bidder describe the strategies it would take to coordinate and integrate
service delivery for each of the five types of Eligible Persons and Enrollees?
Eligible Persons with:
(1) concurrent mental health and substance abuse conditions
(2) concurrent mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions plus concurrent
medical conditions
{3) concurrent mental health and/or substance abuse conditions and involved with
the adult correctional system
Exollees with:
{4) concurrent mental health needs and mental retardation
Eligible Persons with:
{5) mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions with involvement with the child
welfare/juvenile justice system)

2. Are the strategies appropriate and are they likely to be effective?

B. Do they effectively embody the philosophy and program goals in that they, among
other things:
»  emphasize honoring Eligible Persons’ choice of service provider,
s=m=promote-the-philosophy-thatBligible-Persons-should-be-abletorremainin-thels-

homes and communities, and
s demonstrate that the bidder is committed to working with all providers serving
the enrollees to ensure blended and coordinated service delivery?
_ 4. Did the bidder provide examples of its experience in other states with respect to

coordination and integration of services and how it will be applied in lowa? Is the
experience relevant and likely fo be beneficial to lowa?

A couple are Texas and Arizona




Bidder Name: CENFATICO

7A24Rehab1htatmn, Recovery, and St—rength—Based Approachto Servxces :'_ EUni b S RN _ e
{Sect;ons&Aﬁand4BZofthe RFI’) i | R SR MeetsW1th D;stmchon ;::.: :: Meets i PamaHy Meets : _Fa11§ to Meet 2

Sub-Sectwn Score (cn‘cle one)

T~
H

¥

Does the bidder’s proposal include a detailed explanation of its experience providing
behavioral health services through a recovery-oriented approach?

Does the bidder’s proposal describe in detail the model it proposes to implement?

Does the bidder’s proposal recognize the priority for effecting change during the
contract period? Does the response provide details for realistic actions that the bidder
inténds to take during the contract period to affect change?

Poes the response specifically identify the bidder’s approach with respéct to:

¢ Contractor interactions with Eligible Persons?

»  service system planning and design?

+  provider adoption of a rehabilitation, recovery and strength-based approach to
services?

Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

[ransformation team is plus (Strength) Incentives and training are also positive,

Crisis line is positive (Strength)

Sood ideas for employment work plan {Strengthy)
But no flow from A to B, (Weakness) Lots of stuff but not connected.

1. Notenough

2. No

3. Need changes but not how
All are (Weakness)

Unknown at this time. This is a philosophy.




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

s, 2 5 Person—Centered Care (Sectwn 7A 2 5 of the RFP)

Sub-Sectmn Score (c:rcle one)

Meets Wlth sttmctlon ._-_Me_etg-_:. : P_a:rtlally Meets _ - Fails t'q.Me'é_t_

7A.2.5.a)

L. Does the bidder’s response describe the philosophy of how to best involve Eligible
Persons in the planning of their care?

T
.

Does the description include:

+  how the bidder intends to assure that the Eligible Person and, as appropriate,
family members, participate in treatment planning?

e descriptions of instances in which the bidder has successfully employed such
strategies under other coniracts?

3. 1s the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

L. Do the cited examples of experience demonstrate working knowledge that will
benefit Iowa?

A

Peer workforce is a good idea. (Strength) Training for providers is also positive,
Juestions on contracting issues. (Weakness)

Arizona, but doesn't speak to traditional services (Weakness)

Arizona plan is OK. (Strength)

7A.2.5.b)

|, Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s

Persons in the planning of their care?

——f=—pastperformancewithrrespectto-theimplemerndationrolstrategies-tos anO}v'e Hligihle—eeeeee e




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

426 Cevered Servmes, Requxred Serv:ces, Optxonal Servmes
(Sectmns 4A 3 4A4 and 48.3 of the RFP) :

: Meets W1th Dlstmctlon -

Sub—Sect:on Score {cn‘cie one)

Meets

?arnaliy Meets A

Fai}s to M_eéé i

N7azs. a)

l. Is the bidder’s proposed strategy to ensure statewide capacity sufficiently detailed to
understand what it intends to do?

D, Is the bidder’s proposed strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?

e

Partial hospital being used for step-down (Strength)

Many steps but nothing really new. (Weakness)
FQHC, RHC, CMIHC, etc.

N7A.2.61)

I. Does the analysis include an identification of service gaps and the basis on which the
bidder has made its determination?

T

Was the bidder’s methodology to identify service gaps comprehensive, rigorous, and
valid?

3. Were any major gaps of which the evaluator is aware missed?

#. Does the bidder’s proposal for how the gaps would be addressed seem appropriate?

R ) iﬁfﬁfefbi"é'citalﬂproﬁdem*piarr-fmddress*hﬁ;gfthe«gapsrwi%};—aﬁ—im lementaEof——

burvey of providers (Gtrength)

Valid, but not “rigorous” (Weakness)

No ~ common knowledge. Light on details. (Weakness) l/

timeline?

6. Did the bidder address the following areas in its plan in a comprehensive and
informed fashion:

¢ Level I Sub-acute Facility services delivery?

e 24 hour mental health stabilization services?

e Substance abuse peer support/ recovery coaching?

7. Are the plan and timeline for addressing the service gaps appropriate and likely to
be effective to enable the bidder to make all required mental health services available
to the majority of Iowa Plan enrollees by the end of the second contract year?

Lack of substance on details. (Weakness)

Weakness)

Gor all bullets, “will meet” “will determine” Lack of specificity on how is a /

.

Has potential, but unknown at this time. Cannot infer from this narrative.




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

A. 2 6 Covered Servwes, Reqmred Servmes, Ophonal Servlces : i
(Sectxons 4A.3, 4A 4 and 4B.3 of the RFI’) S

Sub-Sectwn Score (c:rcle one) -:.'; Ceh

Meets Wlth sttmctxon

.: Meets _:I’artlally Meets

Fails to Meet

\/7A26c)

. Did the bidder describe the process by which integrated mental health services and
supports will be authorized? If so, does the process appear to be appropriate and
utilizing appropriately skilled staff?

!V

Did the bidder provide any parameters that would be implemented to guide the
authorization of integrated services and supports? If 50, do the parameters appear to
be appropriate?

I

Did the bidder provide examples of comparable past éxperience providing
integrated mental health services and supports? If so, do the cited examples
demonstrate working knowlecge that will benefit Iowa?

No authorization for initlal access (Strength) ‘/
But no contact with member to start planning and coordination {Weakness)

No - no PA = neutral on this point.

ndiana = neutral on this point.

7A.2.6.41)

1. Did the bidder describe how it will incorporate evidence-based practice into its
management and how it will impact the services offered through the lowa Plan?

2. s the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

Build on current activities is a plus. (Strength)

Restating covered ground (Weakness) (med, mh, SA, MC)

'A.2.6.€)

|.  Does the bidder identify any services for which it will not reimburse due to moral or
religious grounds?

e Ifyes, is there a complete explanation of these services?

(This response should not be scored.
The question is for informational purposes only)




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

227 Orgénizafion (_S_f__Uti}ization_Mah%igemeﬁt Staff (Seéiion 5A.1 of the REP) -

Sub~Sectmn Score (czrcle one)

Meets Wlth sttmctwn Meets

;: I’artlaily Meets 5 palls EQI Meef R

YAZ27.2a)

|.  Did the bidder describe its organization of the Utilization Management Staff,

including:

s number of staff?

¢ credentials and expertise?

s the rationale for the mix of expertise?

¢ roles of different types of staff?

»  methods to maximize coordination between UM staff and local delivery
systems?

the delivery system?

ToF
H

Is the number of Utilization Management staff, which the bidder proposes per
region, and their expertise, well supported and appropriate?

Management staff appropnate?

Fxpanding treatment teams and use of in-person. (Strength)

e methods to ensure continuity of UM for Eligible Persons making frequent use of

B. Is it clear that the staff will be knowledgeable of the services available in each region?

L. Are the roles proposed by the bidder for each of the different types of Utilization

/

How will staff be managed and coordinated not spoken to. (Weakness) «”
beems to be spread out quite a bit.

¥es
Yes

o5

a1

b. Is the proposed approach to maximize coordination with local service dehvery
systems appropriate and likely to be effective?

use of the delivery system appropriate and likely to be effective?

Are there roies or types of staff Whach should have been mcluded but were not?

F. " Is the proposed approach to ensure continuity for Eligible Persons making frequent

- ST

(es.— in-person activities (Strength) '/

_ink in community with referral to ICM

'A2.7.D)

1. Did the bidder’'s other clients for which it has organized UM staff to maximize

performance?

coordination with local service systems confirm the effectiveness of the bidder’s




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.30f the REP) "/ il 0 ] = o0 e Tin i
ETREE e T L T L e Cond i Meets With Distinction o Meets

2 ‘Bub-Section Score (circleone): v

PartlaIIyMeets _.'.If.‘ails t_o_Me'e_t: o

yA.2.8.a)

i

T~
.

Do the UM Guidelines the bidder would use in authorizing mental health services
appear to be appropriate?

If the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate?

/-

P = family involvement for continued stay. (Strength)
Requires discharge planning (Strength) @

ntensity guidelines seem less structures (Weakness) @

{.

T

7A.2.8.5)

Did the bidder describe how UM Guidelines would generally be applied to authorize
or retrospectively review services?

Did the bidder address how it would both manage the appropriateness of {reatment
duration and also manage potentially high volumes of service requests?

Does the approach to outpatient service authorization address management of
appropriateness review in a manner likely to be efficient and effective?

Not really ~ just says they will be applied (Weakness)

i
(/’L
e

Profiling ~ will work with providers, not shape patterns (Weakness)
4 P

Unknown if “working with providers” is sufficient to be effective.

L.

Did the bidder discuss special issues in applying the guidelines for at least some of
the following services and populations:

i substance abuse services for pregnant and parenting women?

ii. substance abuse services provided to Enrollees in PMICs?

iii. mental health inpatient services provided to Enrollee children in state mental
health institutes?

iv. Eligible Persons with concurrent need for both mental health and substance
abuse treatment?

v. Assertive Community Treatment (ACT)?

s If so, does the bidder appear to have a thorough understanding of what
special issues might arise and of how to address them? Were there any
issues the evaluator felt should be addressed that were omitted?

1. These are automatically high-risk?
Not really - Will use ASAM? (Weaknesss)
What about MH admits and SA issues?

r3

3. No, seemed weak
4. All providers will assess for SA, but UM is only for IP (PA) and retro review.
5. ACT not spoken to in UMG thatI found

Dverall, however, simple to use.




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

1 _x.ﬁ_;S Utilization M.anagem_ent.:Gui_de.l_i_ne's_ (S_e_cﬁt_)h 5_A_.3_0_f f_he I_{FI_’} S '

Sub—Sect;on Seore (cm:ie one)

MeetsWIth Dlstmctmn o '_: Meets : Pamally Meets

' _ Fails to Meet

FA.2.8.d)

|.  Did the bidder list any services or levels of care for which prior authorization would
not be required?

T

Do the levels of care for which the bidder has indicated it won't require prior
authorization appear to be appropriate, given both access to care and cost
management objectives?

3. Did the bidder describe a Ql-related circumstance that would lead the bidder to
request state approval for prior authorization?

4. Does the prior authorization circumstance demonstrate experience and knowledge?
Does the quality improvement circumstance example align with care and cost
management objectives?

No OP - IP only
Yes. (Strength) ‘/

Yes - and appropriate but doesn’t always need state approval PQ

DK

"A.2.8.¢)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and
administrative efficiency of UM authorization processes?

- vl
Yes (Strength) - Interrater reliability, call monitoring e @ K

Does the bidder’s proposal to self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and
administrative efficiency of the authorization processes rely upon robust and
meaningful measurement of performance?

T

3. Did the bidder describe circumstances under which it might waive prospective
review requirements for certain providers?

1. Does the bidder’s description of circumstances under which prospective utilization
review might be waived for certain providers demonstrate a well-reasoned approach
to balancing appropriate utilization management with Hmiting administrative
requirements of providers?

“Not really - only somewhat.

¥'es

Yes




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

14.2.8 U_til_iza.tit_'m'Manqgeﬁlent_ﬁﬁi_déi:ines ISettioﬁSA,S_bfthe REP) RN B T S AN D e B
T T L R L LT T R f-l\f_I_ge_ts_Wi_t_h_D_i_s_t_in'ctiq’n_.'_‘“ ‘" Meets " Partially Meets .~ Fails to Meet . " .

-0 Sub-Section Score (circle one):

7A.2.8.5)

[. Did the bidder describe how it would operationalize the state’s concepts of
“psychosocial necessity” and “service need”?

T~

Did the description contrast the proposed approach with that used for “medical
necessity’ under other contracts, or if not applicable, explain how the concepts differ?

B. Does the bidder’s a;oproa'ch for operationalizing the state’s concept of “psychosocial
necessity” in the authorization process for mental health services align with the
state’s objectives, as put forth in Section 5A.3.1 of the RFP?

Not how it would be operationalized except to further authorize services (Weakness) v

Ves - but seems simphistic (Weakness)

Yes if used in this context

1. Did the bidder describe the process the bidder would implement for the
administrative authorization of services (when contractual requirements mandate the

~suthorizatonand Teimburserent forservicesthatdonotfalbwithindthecontracters—

2. E)id the bidc.ier‘s disti‘ncf’ion bcitvveep “medical necessity” and the concepts of t does, but is simple in its explanation.
psychosocial necessity” and “service need convey a good understanding of how the
approaches differ?
FA.2.8.8)

fes - simple and straightforward and seems fair. (Strength)

UM guidelines)?

E\J

Does the process the bidder proposes for implementing the administrative
authorization of services appear to be appropriate?

3. Did the bidder include in its description the way in which the bidder would allow
for authorization for services provided during all the months of enrollment even if
Medicaid eligibility is determined after the initiation of services?

L. Does it appear that this process treats providers fairly and will be effective?

/o5 - uses condition at presentation, not a penalty for non-compliance (Strength)

Yes - no retro deniability (Strength)

Very much so (Strength)

10



Bidder Name: CENPATICO

§.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Secton 5BAB0Fthe REP) - L L
T T e e T L5 “Meets With Distinction - .- Meets .- Partialty Meets - - Fails to Meet -

S SubSectiqn:_Sc'ore_((_:i_rcie_qne): T ERr

A.2.8.1)

L.

Did the bidder describe how it would provide Intensive Clinical Management to

certain lowa Plan Enrollees, and the relationship of those activities to Targeted Case -

P
Much more detail on ICM requirements (Strength) @

Management?
P, Does the bidder’s process for providing Intensive Clinical Management appear ) )
appropriate and likely to be effective? nclusive nature of planning (Strength)
3. Is the bidder's proposed relationship of Intensive Clinical Management and Targeted .
Case Management appropriate and likely to be effective? Vil ask for contracts (Strength)
7A.2.8.1)
! Did the bidder describe how it would provide 24 hour crisis management? DK
D, Is the bidder’s proposed approach to provision of 24-hour crisis management 2
reflective of the current state of that service in Iowa, appropriate, and likely to be Can only say maybe
effective?
...................... - e x I Pr—— e s - = = - ¥ _‘.... B ¥ eers et e eviv | et fet e ot et et e L <t o e arent e e —;“‘\
?t::et:;e bidder provide examples of how that service has-been provided-irroter Torvoe Tiotiine (Weakoess) Notwell explaned T OWer STtes | G
L. Do the bidder’s examples demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be of

benefit to lowa?

Marginal - data not displayed

11




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

1,29 Requ:red Elements of‘ Indnudual Servu:e Coordmatmn & Treatment Plannmg
(Sectmns 1 9 4B 2.2 and SA 5 of the RFP) :

B MeetsW1th I)1stmctxon - : '~

Sub-Sectmn Score {cxrcle one)

Meets -' : Pamally Meets Fazis to. Meet

T~F

T~

7A.2.9.3)
I,

Did the bidder describe the 24-hour crisis and referral service that the Bidder would

make available to Eligible Persons, including:

s  how the Bidder would ensure the availability of clinicians with expertise in
providing mental health and substance abuse services to children?

¢ how the 24-hour crisis and referral service would interface with the emergency
crisis service system?

Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service utilizes
appropriately trained staff?

Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service would provide

sufficient access to clinicians with child mental health and substance abuse expertise?

Does the bidder’s response depict a process that would ensure that the 24-hour crisis

and referral service appropriately and effectively interfaces with the emergency crisis

service system?

Contains the requirement - not the how-to (Weakness)

Not how, but say “will” (Weakness)

Crisis line services (Strength) .

Clinictans will staff, but training is not explained. (Weakness)

Yes

e
Will work with and train EMS, Police, etc. {(Strength) &9

N7A.2.9.b)

==

[ R
H

demonstrated the need for a high level of services or who are at risk of high
utilization of services?

Does the bidder’s process for identifying those Eligible Persons appear to capture all
of those in need of individual service coordination and treatment planning ina
timely and efficient manner?

Did the bidder describe how it would initiate ongoing treatment planning and
coordination with the Iowa Plan Eligible Persons and all others appropriate for
planning the Eligible Person’s treatment?

appear to be appropriate and likely to be effective?

“Did the bidder desciibe § provess for identify g those Eligible Persons who lave™ 1 {asmtem and claims review. Historical data, etc. Pretly thorough section

Does the bidder’s process for initiating ongoing treatment planning and coordination

Strength) @
Probably will

Dhio model looks atiractive (Strength) @

Yes, Ohio stats provided.

12




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

(Sectlons 1 9 4]32 2 and 5A 5 of the RFP}

’7A 2 9 Requlred Elements of:' Indlvuiual Servme Coordmatmn & Treatment Plannmg .
o : Meets Wlth Dlstmctmn

Sub-Sectmn Score (czrcle one}

' '_.-.Me_g_ts : Part;ally Meets:-::_._._--.__ Fails to Mé_ef:

"A.2.9.0)

1. Did the bidder describe the program the bidder would implement in conjunction
with officers of the courts to assure that court-ordered treatment complies with
substance abuse criteria and therefore is reimbursable through the lowa Plan?

2. Does the bidder’s proposed program appear appropriate and }ikeiy to succeed?

Training and communication

[exas foster care system (S!:rengﬂx) @

N7A2.9.d)

|. Did the bidder describe a process for actively promoting and ensuring coordination
by Iowa Plan network providers with Enrollees” primary care physicians?

7
H

1s the proposed process for promoting and ensuring coordination appropriate and
likely to be effective?

8. Did the bidder describe how it would assess network provider compliance with the
care coordination requirements?

M 1o theronosed-processforensuringcomplance,dnclusive of any measurement and

y
Health Passport looks good in this context (Strength) % :

‘\3 (@

Contract requirements may not work wzth opt—m” (Weakness)

Dpt-in is (WeaknessO need better outreach

[Inknown effect

reporting activities, appropriate and likely to be effective?

5. Did the bidder provide results of monitoring efforts conducted for other clients to
verify that coordination had been occurring effectively?

h. Do the bidder’s examples of monitoring efforts document an effective process?

7. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting and ensuring coordination by network .
providers and primary care physicians?

Arizona went fro 0% to 100% - lesson learned here may apply

nknown

13




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

'74.2.10 Children in Transition (Section 5A.61 of the RFF)

Sub-Section Score (circle one): © ot

' ::M_ée'ts Wifh'_biétiﬁctid_h .__':Me:e.'ts ;Pé_rtiqi}jf Mee;t's"_-'_' Fa1Is to Mee't. L

'A.2.10.3)
[, Did the bidder provide comprehensive and detailed descriptions of experience

transitioning children from inpatient settings, including specific examples of hospital
and PMIC-like entities?

2\)

Did the bidder provide successful strategies for putting in place effective discharge
placement from such settings?

3. Does the bidder's described experience demonstrate experience and knowledge that
woukd be of benefit to lowa? ‘

Says specific interventions but not enough substance. Not really specifin in
\pplication. {Weakness)

bome data for ICM (Strength)

Maybe, lack of specificity.

14




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

&211 Appéél Process _(S_ectidn 5B.2 of theRFP) L e

SR "-"-Meets_WithDiéfi_nct_ion_'_'__ ._{':fl\./.;éets_i : 5': 'l"at_tia}lyi_\d_eéts_.

i Sub-Section Score {circle ome): s '

the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

s  provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a request for review
and reasonable assistance with filing appeals, if requested?

s 100% of all expedited appeals will be resolved within 3 working days of receipt
of an appeal. AHl non-expedited appeals shall be resolved within 14 days of
the receipt of the appeal and 100% shall be resolved within 45 days of the receipt
of the appeal?

s provision of a written notice of disposition that includes the requirements

Dmbudsman program is a positive (Strength) |
Added benefit for members. .

Yes

Kes

Clear flow and descriptions

'E_.Fails to Méél_’ B
7A.2.11.a)
1. Did the bidder describe a process and provide an accompanying flowchart for the Wes, good flow. (Strength) 4
review of Enrollee appeals? ‘
?.  Does the flowchart provide timeframes from receipt of the request, and through each
review phase, up to notification? es
3. Is the described process consistent with the requireménts contained in Section 5B.2 of

15




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

&212Gr1evanceandComplamtProcess(8ectmnsSBl,5B3and534oftheRFP) s e N e R
e T e s Meets With Distinction - -Meets - Partially Meets

. -Sub-Section Score (circle one): -

i :Féi_ls'to _Meét_ o

’A.2.12.2)

1. Did the bidder describe the processes it would put in place for the review of
Enrollees grievances and Eligible Persons complainis?

v
H

Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.3 of
the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

«  Enrollees or their designees may initiate a grievance either orally, to be followed
up in writing, or just in-writing; complaints from DPH-eligible participants
regarding treatment programs will be directed to DPH?

s provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a the grievanée?

» rendering all decisions in writing with notice of right to additional review and
information on the process to initiate additional review?

e 95% of all complaints and grievances shall be resolved within 14 days of receipt
of all required documentation and 100% shall be resolved within 90 days of the
receipt of all required documentation?

¥ es

Yes to all. Ombudsman program is positive. (Strength) ®

16




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

'A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFP) - -

. Bub-Section Score gci:rcle‘_or_le): T

1 'Meets'.With D_i's:timiti_q'_ri : Meets fl’artiai}y _Meefs o .'_Faiis_to' M_eét- T

.

7A.2.13.a)

Did the bidder describe how it would ensure that the provider network is adequate
and that access is maintained or increased to meet the needs of lowa Plan Eligible
Persons?

Keep patients with current providers is a priority (Strength) ®

=

communities, including, but not limited to, for;

e the use of telehealth and distance treatment options?
»  provision of child psychiatric consultation services to primary care clinicians?

Do the bidder’s proposed strategies to bring services to underserved communities
appear likely to result in improved access?

7 Dpen panel system

?. Does the proposed approach to ensuring an adequate provider network and access

appear appropriate and likely to be effective?
3. Did the bidder identify where there are potential issues of lack of capacity withinthe 4 P ?

Bidder's network, and steps it would take to increase capacity? PMEC scope enhancement (Strength) Cé

. Dpen panel
L. Are the identified potential issues reflective of the current lowa service system?
5, Are the proposed steps to increase capacity appropriate and likely to be effective?
Dnly Georgia and not really specific. (Weakness) @

b, Did the bidder provide examples from current contracts of how it has ensured

network adequacy in states with a shortage of psychiatrists or other specific

behavioral health professionals? CSP system regionalized (Strength)

D6 the bidder's examples from other states demonstrate experience and Knowiedge ==

that would be of benefit to lowa?
FA.2.13.b)
|. Did the bidder describe proposed sirategies to bring services to underserved

FOHC and RHC
Fexas psychotropic medication utilization review PMUR is both positive and
negative.

Community Reinvestment for workforce development in colleges is (Weakness) @
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Bidder Name:

CENPATICO

A. 2 13 Requlrements for the I’rovxder Network (Sechon 5C 1 of the RFP)

Sub-sectlon Score {cuele one}

Meets Wlth sttmctmn : Meets ::

P . Baftla]IY_Meets-_ N

. Fails to Meet -

L.

!\J

7A.2.13.c)

Did the bidder describe its experience under other contracts to ensure delivery of

services to underserved communities when provider network capacity was initially
~ found to be inadequate?

Did the bidder’s description of experience addressing initial network inadequacy for
underserved communities in states where there was a shortage of psychiatrists
demonstrate effectiveness?

Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to addressing initial network inadequacy for
underserved communities?

l'exas telehealth
Kansas in-home deliver (Strength)
[.ots about Arizona college programs (plus and minus)

.

N7A2.13.d)

Did the bidder describe its experience implementing Medicaid managed behavioral
health programs in which it successfully promoted the development of:

¢  psychiatric rehabilitation services?

~ No, short and nebulous description

7

T --m-eniat-heaith--seit-help"and'peer'Support--gl‘()ups.' A T BT e e e e e e

s peer education services?

Does the bidder’s ciescriptidn document its experience and success promoting the
development of these three services and making them available to enrollees?

Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting the development of and implementing
psychiatric rehabilitation services, mental health self-help and peer support groups,
and peer education services?

TTLC i Aizona s plus and mis T
5 - Limited activity and discussion (Weakness)

18




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

;.2.13 Req'u.iréﬁle'nts'_"fo'r {hé _Pro_ﬁidei N_etwofk -(Sgétioﬂ_sc.i_of_fﬁe RFP) S : 1 T R e e T
L L T T T T R R T T 'MeétsWith_Distincfion " "Meets L I’_art_i;ailyMge_ts '

i Bub-Section Score {circle one): .,

 ‘Failsto Meet -

.

/A.2.13.¢)

Did the bidder describe its experience with contracts that include SAPT Block Grant
funding?

Yes, Arizona experience.

past performance with respect to timely network contracting?

). Does the bidder’s description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be ) @
of benefit to lowa? Yes, emphasis on pregnant women and teens (Strength)
. Limited range of experience (Weakness) '
3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to contract with provides for services funded by an
SAPT Block Grant?
TA.2.13.6)
1. Did the bidder describe its experience contracting with networks of comparable or fexas, Arizona, Georgia
greater size than those of the lowa Plan within the timeframe afforded by this _
procurement? Very, very short narrative. (Weakness)
P.  Does the bidder's description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be
of benefit to lowa?
3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder'’s |
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

&214 Network quggemeﬁt (Sect_i_on”SC.5 of the RFP) - S T

ST Sub-Secti_on_ Score_(ciz_‘c_Ie p_ne): TR

o o M_éets_ W:tthstmctmn _EIMe'é't's, ‘Partially Méets_ bEE _F'ails_tu _i_\_/_[lee_t L

7A.2.14.3)

|. Did the bidder describe how it would actively manage quality of care provided by
network providers of all covered service, including the Bidder's proposed
methodology for conducting provider profiling and utilizing the profiles to generate
quality improvement? ‘

Does the content of provider profile reports for providers of child inpatient mental
health services, providers of adult outpatient mental health services, and providers
of Level I substance abuse services, appear to adequately capture the critical
elements of the performance of each of those providers?

L

3. Do the reports contain indicators for performance which address clinical quality,
access, utilization management, linkage with primary care physicians, and enrollee
satisfaction, at a minimum?

L. Are the sample report content descriptions missing any major areas of provider
performance one would expect to see in the report?

5. Is the timing of report distribution proposed by the bidder frequent enough to ensure

quarterly?

5. Did the bidder describe explicitly how the bidder would interact with each provider
following the distribution of each profile report?

7. Does the bidder’s proposed approach for generating and facilitating improvement in
the performance of each profiled provider seem like it will be effective?

3, Does the bidder’s proposed approach include interactive communication between
bidder staff and providers in which feedback is shared?

D, Did the bidder indicate how it would periodically assess provider progress on its
implementation of strategies to attain improvement goals?

10. Did the bidder adequately describe its process for identifying areas of improvement
with providers and setting improvement goals for priority areas in which provider
performance falls below acceptable or benchmark levels?

—tharaliprovideraiidseivicetypeswillbe-profiledand-willreceivereports-atleast—y

Ves, seems to have all required components (Strength)
_ P
Yes, chart forms is appealing for comparative analysis (Strength) 3

Unable to determine PCP in reports (Weakness) @

No, appears to hit essential elements (Strength)

Web based with TA from contarctor

Yes, quarterly and staff contact (Strength) @

Not rally

Duestion of training and support to be provided




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

4,214 Network Management (Section 5C5 of the RFP) = . "

Sub-Sechon Score (czrcle one)

Meets Wlth Distmctlon ___Me_e_ts_._- ": I’artlally Meets

Fails to Meet

’A.2.14.a) (continued)
[ 1. Did the bidder describe a process of frequent reassessment of provider performance

on improvement goals, including face-to-face meetings with appropriately qualified
bidder staff? Does it appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

12. Did the bidder provide examples for how provider profiling has been utilized to
improve service delivery? Does the approach appear to have resulted in measurable
quality improvement?

13. Did the bidder describe how it intended to reward providers that demonstrate
continued excellence or dramatic improvement in performance over time and how
the bidder would share “best practice” methods or programs with providers of
similar programs in its network?

14, Did the bidder describe how it intended to penalize providers that demonstrate
continued unacceptable performance or performance that does not improve over
time?

5. Does the proposed use of rewards and penalhes appea1 approprlate and meaningful
B e formetwork: Pr oviders?= e

Unable to determine
No

Preferred provider with PCP communication (Strength)

CAP may mean suspending for new enrollees. Section not very expansive.
Weakness)

Unable to determine

16. Are the proposed methods for sharing best practices likely to support replication by
other network providers?

Inable to determine
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C5 of the RFP)

Sub—Sectmn Seore (cm:le one}

Meets Wlth Dlstmctmn s .Meet_s Partxally Meets. :

o :Féiis:t'p_lv_.le.é.t '

’A.2.14.)

E. Did the bidder provide a description of how metwork management activities
performed for other state clients that are comparable to those described in Section
5C.5?

R
H

Did the description convincingly convey that the bidder has effectively operated
comparable network management activities for state clients?

Partially, but nothing exceptionsl

Not conviﬁ.cingiy {(Weakness)

7A.2.14.c)
1. Did the bidder provide copies of provider profiles employed for two clients?

D. Do the profiles demonstrate the bidder’s experience and capacity to generate the type
«of provider profiles required by this RFP?

3. Did the bidder describe measurable performance improvement that resulted from
the provider profiles? -

4. Is the bidder’s demonstration of i un;:u ovement resulting from the use of p1 ovider

—profilescredibleundrsipnificant?

Dhio and Indiana but not fully prepared. (Weakness)
No (Weakness)

Does not describe the intervention and result (Weakness) @

No {Weakness)

7A.2.14.d)

1. The bidder describe how it would assure the accuracy of ISMART data submitted by
the providers of substance abuse services comprehensive?

P, Is the proposed plan appropriate and likely to be effective?

7

22




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

{Section 5D RFP) -

'7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program 0.

- Sub-Section Score (circle one):

N MeetsW;tthstmchon é:Meets_,' '.::_EPa_I;tial_!y.Mge'ts: ' _'Fai_Is to Mee{

"A.2.15.9)

[. Did the bidder describe experience in using data-driven evaluation of organization-
wide initiatives to improve the health status of covered populations?

&\l

Does the bidder possess meaningful, successful experience in using data-driven
evaluation of organization-wide initiatives to improve the health status of
populations?

3. Did the bidder provide guantified, statistically significant evidence of improved:

mental health quality -~ process measures

substance abuse quality - process measures

mental health quality - functional or clinical cutcome measures
substance abuse quality - functional or clinical outcome measures
mental health quality ~ consumer-reported outcome measures
substance abuse quality - consumer-reported outcome measures

s & ® o * &

4. Did the bidder's references confirm the bidder’s effectiveness generating statistically
_L__significant improvement in population health status?

bata collection from claims, members and chart audit. {Strength)

Yes - HEDIS, surveys, etc. (Strength) /@

[elephone for access.

For all - not really. It describes the tool, collection and reporting, but not the
Interventions and changes that intervention caused. {Weakness) O

7A.2.15.b)

[ Did the bidder describe its experience implementing instruments in publicly funded
managed care programs that assess changes in functional status and/or recovery?

lV

Did the bidder’s description specify tools, populations, sample sizes, findings, and
how the bidder acted upon it findings?

3. Does the bidder’s demonstrated experience indicate its capacity to implement such
instruments in Jowa, and to make good use of the findings?

P state areas (Strength)

No specifics provided (Weakness) @

Refers to Section A
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

7A.2.15 Quality As_ses_smgnt__and__I’erformance Improvement Program ...
{Section SDRFP) " ... el e

'_.' .'.'E-'-:Meets' _With I)1stmctlon G Meéts oy Partzally Me_efs :

P S_u}_.‘!fs_ect_ion Score (cizcle One}:__: B

'; * Fails to _Mgét_: A

e

7A.2.15.¢)

Does the bidder describe an array of different methods by which consumersand
family members would be proactively engaged by the bidder in the Quality
Assessment and Performance Improvement program? Possible techniques that the
bidder might have cited include:

»

adding consumers and family members to bidder-sponsored quality
improvement teams;

using advisory groups or focus groups to advise the identification and
design of possible improvement projects, and

using surveys to elicit consumer and family members suggestions and/or
feedback.

Does it appear that consumers and family members would have a substantive role
bidder in the Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement program based on
the bidder’s response?

Recovery Advisory Committee.
Nothing special or new (Weakness)

Not well detailed.

7A.2.15.d)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would use pharmacy data to improve quality,
S T (1T e e

Small section refers to StarHealth (Texas)

1354

o identify utilization that deviates from clinical practice guidelines for
schizophrenia and major depression, and

» identify those Enrollees whose utilization of controlled substances warrants
intervention either because of multiple presciibers, excessive quantifies or
prescribing that is inconsistent with the clinical profile of the Enrollee.

Does the bidder's description demonstrate a good understanding of the use of
pharmacy data for quality improvement and seem likely to be effective?

beer to Peer with prescribing doc is a plus (Strength) @
Re-review established

No detail in “outside parameters” (Weakness) @
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program : >

- Sub-Section Score {circle one): © -

improvement in public managed behavioral health programs like the Towa Plan?

T

Does the bidder’s description of the greatest opportunities for quality improvement
indicate a profound understanding of public sector behavioral health programs?

B.  Are the opportunities consistent with what the Evaluator might identify as high
priority opportunities?

4. Are the quality improvement approaches described likely to result in improved
function and well being for enrollees?

k)

Did the bidder describe approaches to realize two such opportunities in Iowa?

b,  Arethe proposéd approaches appropriate and likely to be effective?

(Section 5D R¥P) | MeetswihDistncton - Meets - PaiallyMects - Falls o Meet
FA.2.15.0)
|, Did the bidder describe its identification of the greatest opportunities for quality fes

ocus back on Comprehensive Service Providers. Reliance on CMHC already in
ervice means a change.

Reliance on HealthPassport (Weakness)

7A.2.15.5)

from publicly funded consumers and advocacy groups?

Did the bidder convincingly document that these efforts have had a measurable
beneficial impact on its members?

T~F
.

R. Do the bidder's references confirm that the bidder has used consumer and advocate
input to shape policy and procedure and that this work has had a measurable impact
on members?

[. Did the bidder describe exp;;ience adapting policy or procedures based oninput |

Marginaily

No (Weakness)
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

7A 2; 15 Qualxty Assessment a.nd I’erformance Impmvernent Program SR
(Section 5D RFP) e

Sub-Sectmn Score (c1rc1e one)

Meets Wxth sttmct:on o _N_{_eets Part:ally Meets

E_'Failé to Meet -

A2, 2)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which the Bidder would conduct retrospective
monitoring of all substance abuse service providers in accordance with Section
5D.1.27

=

Does the descriphon include:

¢ The source of the evaluation tool with which the bidder would assess the
appropriateness of clinical services delivered?

«  What actions the bidder would propose to take witha prov1der who it has
determined does not deliver services or follow contract guidelines
appropriately, both in the event of an initial finding and of a repeated finding?

3. Does the proposed process appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

Good description of the tools here. (Strength) — Vo

beems to be formal and harsh or threatening (Weakness)

7A.2.15.8)

|. Did the bidder provide a copy of a 2008 QA plan that the bidder developed for a
publicly funded client?

DK

I

assurance and performance improvement?
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Ridder Name: CENPATICO

B R S L SR TP TN NI e e T -.-_:Sub-Sgction_Sr;ore(ci_x_'c_leone):
A.2.16 Prevention and Early Intervention (Section 4A.4.2 of the R¥T) ST L R e R N TP LR R ST
e SR AL A R e e e EE -Meets_With_l_Z)_iﬁ_inctipn".-'-:- " Meets . “Partially Meets © FailstoMee_t_-

| Did the bidder describe the strategy that it will invoke in order to increase access to and : n
utilization of prevention and early intervention services? Asset mapping to see where programs are is a plus (Strength)

!\J

Is the strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?
berinatal and anti-bullying, etc. Not much substance (Weakness)

3. Did the bidder describe its experience in implementing such strategies under other
contracts?

4. if so, do the other programs appear to be well conceived? School-base is like DARE (Weakness)
5. Was the bidder able to demonstrate that the programs had measurably affected changes ‘
improvements in access o and utilization of prevention and early intervention services?

5. Do the bidder’s references confirm that the bidder has successfully implemented
strategies to increase access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention
services and that this work has had a measurable impact on members?
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

A217 .Manageiﬁeﬁt_ _Info_miaf_iori System (S_ectio'n' 6.4,0_f _:thé RFP) . ;

“--1 - Sub-Section Score {circle onej: -

| Meets With Distinction . Meets  Partially Meets -~ Failsto Meet "

L.

7A.2.17.2)

Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the lowa Plan?

D, Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to gather
required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on hardware
capabilities?

3. Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the REP?

YA.2.17.b)

I, Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made fo allow
reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the Tnrollee’s
Medicaid eligibility and Iowa Plan enroliment effective date were determined subsequent
to the Eligible Person’s month of application?

D, Do the bidder’s proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered,

reauired and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and Iowa Plan

T enrollment offective dates were determined subsequent (o thelr Month of appHtation=——=====

appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

L.

/A.2.17.c)

Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of
reimbursement wher :

i services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose
Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
. episode, became a IDPH participant/
ji. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee/

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to provide
a management information system that meets the business needs of other publicly funded
programs that are comparable to the lowa Plan?
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Bidder Name: Cenpatico, subsidiary of Centene Corporation, Austin, Texas

7A.2.17.a)

1.

Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the Iowa Plan?

2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to
gather required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on
hardware capabilities?

3. Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the

RFP?
Section 6.4:

At a minimum, receives, processes and reporis data to and from the following
management information systems:

e DHS Medicaid Management Information System (MMIS);
s DHS Title XIX eligibility system; and
MHI (mental health institute) information system.

The management information system implemented by the Contractor shalf conform
to the folfowing general system requirernents:

On-Line Access
On-iine access to all major files and data elements within the MIS.
Timely Processing

Daily file updates: member, provider, prior authorization, and claims
to be processed. ' ‘

«  Weekly file updates: reference files, claim payments.

s B ® @

Edits, Audits, and Error Tracking

1. Comprehensive automated edits and audits to ensure that data are valid
and that contract requirements are met.

2. System should track errors by type and frequency. It should also be able to

——s—1DPH owaService Managemeniand-ReportFeor-SMART ) ———————

1. Yes
2. Expand hardware detail
3. Expand interface with DHS/IDPH and reporting detail

Strength: _

e Since 1984, the MIS has supported the data collection,
processing, access, and reporting needs of nine publicly funded
managed care contracts. MIS delivers computing assets,
dependability, and innovation for over 1.2 million managed
Medicaid beneficiaries throughout the nation.

e Key features for data access are the Health Passport, the
Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) and the web portal.

Can meet the requirements of ad hoc reporting turnaround time of

available to the departments and CMS based upon agreed to
security rules.

s Eligibles can use the lowa portal to obtain information about the
lowa Program. '

« Providers can access all the information and functions available
to Eligibles as well as additional business functions through the
interactive, secured portal.

« AMISYS Advance is the core system of record for the lowa Plan
managing claims/encounter data and resides on a flexible Oracle
database that performs as a warehouse for our system.

415'/%)/ o4 a‘?ﬁ,;{j

_no_more than an average of five working davs with collected data |




Bidder Name: Cenpatico, subsidiary of Centene Corporation, Austin, Texas

maintain adequate audit trails to aliow for the reconstruction of processing
events. ‘

System Controls and Balancing

Adequate system of controls and balancing to ensure that all data input can be
accounted for and that all outputs can be validated.

Back-up of Processing and Transaction Files
1. 24-hour back-up: eligibility verification, enroliment/eligibility update process,
prior authorization processing;
2. 72-hour back-up: claims processing, and
3. 2-week back-up: ail other processes

Weakness:

All claims processing and adjudication takes place at the central
corporate datacenter in a series of Clustered servers, These
servers, fully redundant at each point of failure, store Enroliee,
Provider and claims information in an Oracle Enterprise Server®
database. (How much capacity?)

Reporis are generated to document system performance and
provide record balancing throughout the process. This inciudes
the number of claims received, entered, paid, denied, and
pended. (Define some standard reports?)

Our eligibility subsystem has the ability to interface with all of the
jowa Plan systems for enroliment capabilities including MMIS
and Title XIX eligibility system as well as -SMART. (Describe in
more detail?)




Bidder Name: Cenpatico, subsidiary of Centene Corporation, Austin, Texas

7A.217 Manag

‘Submission

7A.2.17;b)

1.

Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow
reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the

Enrollee’s Medicaid eligibility and Iowa Plan enrollment effective date were determined

subsequent to the Eligible Person’s month of application?

Do the bidder’s proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered,
required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and Towa Plan
enrollment effective dates were determined subsequent to their month of application

appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

1. Expand process detail for lowa Plan
2. Expand process detail for lowa Plan

Strength:

e MIS system allows for retroactivity of eligibility, thus providing
retro coverage based upon the information determined on the
sligibiiity file.

e Claim is recelved for a date of service that does not maich the
status in the system would initially deny.

« Reporting tools of EDW and BusinessObjects can be
programmed to identify members who have changed benefit
programs or who have since been retroactively made eligible.

Weakness:

« Claims can be adjusted as necessary based on the repotting
data. (Describe in detail of reimbursement based upon
eligibility?)




Bidder Name: Cenpatico, subsidiary of Centene Corporation, Austin, Texas

espense Submission
7A.2.17.c)
: 1. Expand process detail for IDPH and Medicaid
1. Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate aflocation of

reimbursement when:

i.  services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enroliee and whose
Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
episode, became a IDPH participant?

ii. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee?

Strength: )
e Amysis allows only one active record for a member. When a
metmber is dis-enrolled from one benefit and is enrolled in

- another, date spans are applied and historical eligibility is
maintained.

System will recognize an Eligible Person’s eligibility date span for
each benetit, Medicaid or IDPH, even during the same episode
of treatment.

e When a claim is received for a particular service, system vetifies
group, division, contract, and member is eligible for coverage
and would be able to allocate appropriate reimbursement and

__benefit limits based on the coverage specified andthedate |

spanning logic.

Weakness:

¢ Claims can be adjusted as necessary based on the reporting
data. (Describe in detail of reimbursement for IDPH and
Medicaid?)




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

&.2_..1_8_ Financial_l.{equire'mehfs' (Séctionf_ﬁ.é_d_f th'e_ I{_FI_5) :3_: o :.5

.. Sub-Section Score (circle one): B

o Meet_s._Wi{h Distinction ‘Meets Tartially Meets - - Fails f_q'M.eet_'_ E

7A.2.18.a)

l. Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of all funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Coniractor must establish prior to the payment of the first
capitation payment and maintain at all times, three accounts or funds as follows:

1) an Insolvency Protection Account Jthat must contain at all times, an amount
equal to two (2) months of the anticipated annual Medicaid capitation amount;

2) aSurplus Fund, in an amount equal to one and a half times the Confractor’s
average monthly Medicaid capitation payment; and

3} Working Capital in the form of cash or equivalent liquid assets equal to at least
three months” operating expenses.

Did the bidder disclose the solurce of the capital required?

!\J

B. Do the bidder's proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the RFP and
appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments? ’

4 Does the hidder’s source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable?

- 3 7/AM gt Haw

Lyl Tgmit

(ompaTi cd w7~ A#s/ sl “4

V4 //gu b
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

D T R T TV PC RS SE SR Sub_~8_ection8c_ore(cir_c}eone): T
3.2,18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the RFP) - e T e B e T
I LR LIRS I F VS I E R - | Meets With Distinction - Meets = Partially Meets .. . Fails to Meet
7A.2.18.b)
L. Dis the bidder demonstrate that its organization is financially sound?
"
D. Do the bidder's financial statements and those of any corporate parent support its claims? / ; d = {} O
3. 1If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address and
resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be successful?
4. Does the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited
financial statements of the bidder’s orgariization as well as the most recent two years of
financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?
5. Did the bidder provide its most recent three (3} years of independently certified audited
financial statements of its organization as well as the most recent two years of financial
statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?
6. Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern regarding
financial stability, legal liability or corporate interests?
7A.2.18.0)
I. Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had on
the Bidder's financial stability, how the Bidder has responded, and any implications for
the Bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFF?
D.  Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in jeopardy the
bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the maintenance of
necessary liquidity?
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

1,219 Claims Payment by the Confractor (Section 6.7 of the REP) =~ = . .~ -

.- Sub-Section Score (circle one): . oo

- 5 -'M_eet_é'Wi_t_ﬁ_:i')i's'_tin_cti;iix_" ._ .{-"IftMee:t.s'  Partially _Meet_s__,'f' Fails to Meet

7A.2.19.a)

{. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

<
b

Is the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

B, Does the process the bidder would implement to ensure the bidder’s compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

Tses scanning. Seems a little concerned but probably OK.

No thumbs up or down -

7A.2.19.5)

[. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing confracts in which the claims
payment process supported the accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day
of operations?

o

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to
successfully implement accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day of
comparable contracts?

Very nice description of processes but may not be applicable due to differing
equirements, (Weakness)
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Bidder Name: Cenpatico, subsidiary of Centene Corporation, Austin, Texas

"7A 2. 19 Claim

of the Response Submission . -

7A 2 19 a)

1. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

2. s the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

Timeframes are calculated from the day the claim is received by the Contractor until the date
of the postmark (or electronic record for electronic remittance) which returns either the

payment or denial to the provider:
Section 6.7

o foratleast 85% of claims submitied, payment shall be mailed or claims shalf be
danied within 12 days of the date the claim is received by the Contractor;

« forat least 90% of claims submitied, payment shall be mailed or claims shall be
denied within 30 days of the date the claim is received by the Coniractor, and

1. Yes
2. Yes
3. Expand timeliness detall of other vendors

Strength:

» Cenpatico’s claims are processed by an internal vendor,
Centene Management Company (CMC). This arrangement
allows three layers of quality control and compliance testing.

» Cenpatico’s current timeliness standards call for claims o be
loaded into AMISYS Advance within 24 hours of receipt;

1. 80% of claims to be processed within 14 days;
2. 98% of claims to be paid within 30 days,
3. 99% of clean claims to be paid within 60 days.

T Tor 100% of claims submifted, paymerit Shall be-maiied or claiims shalibe denied

within 90 days of the date the claim is recelved by the Contracior.

3. Does the process the bidder would. 1mp§ement to ensure the bidder’s compliance with
the required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be
effective?

~e - Cenpatico Wil adjustihefirstmeasureo-80% ofclaims—
processed within 12 days. Current average is 91.2% processed

within 12 days.
« Cenpatico currently processes electronic claims within 5 days.

| Weakness:

¢ The triple-layered oversrght process has been in place for one
year. (Describe timeliness standards of other vendors?)




Bidder Name: Cenpatico, subsidiary of Centene Corporation, Austin, Texas

7A.2,19.b)

1. Did the bidder describe the process of implementing contracts it would implement
to ensure compliance with the accuracy and timely payment of claims?

1. Expand detail of roll-out of other accounts
Strength:
* Invested over one million dollars in additional personnel and
fraining.

» Continue increased monitoring for approximately 5 months to
ensure the system is consistently running with 98% aceuracy
without any infervention.

* Because the test environment and the live environment do not
always match, the Operations team monitors 100% of claims for
a new market.

Weakness;

e The Texas required processing timelines are 98% within 30 days
and 99% within 90 days. For the period 4/1/08 to 1/31/09,
processed 98,35% of clean claims received within 30 days and
99.97% within 80 days. (Describe other account roll-outs, is
there any 100% processing of claims within 90 days?)




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

\.2._2'{). Fraud and Ab:u_sé: (S:ec_tib_n 6.8 bf_t_h_e-RFP} ! e

e .Mé_ets__Wit_h Dis_tin_cfidn 5:_Méé:{ts o I’arnaliy Méet_s S

~inin Sub-Section Sco;;e (circle oney

X Féi_ls:fo Meet

'A.2.20.a)

1.  Did the bidder describe how it will comply with the Departments’ Fraud and Abuse
requirements?

2. Did the bidder provide examples of how its internal controls successfully work to
prevent Fraud and Abuse?

3. Did the description completely address the requirements as defined within Section
6.87 '

4. Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

Meets requirements
bpecific codes noted and changes to system made.

DK - as necessary
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience --- 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the REFP, should not exceed 15 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

A3 C_qrpora_z_te Organiz_'amt_io'_ri_":ai_id Exp_e_rieﬁcé (Sei:éiq_ﬁ 68 i_)f the REP} L S e .

+. . Sub-Section Score {circle one): .

Meets W1thD15tmct10n Meets I’arizialiy Mee_ts_ Falls to Meet

7A.3.2)

|, Did the bidder provide the following information on all current publicly funded
managed behavioral health care contracts?

i.  contract size: average monthly covered lives and annual revenues;

ii. contract start date and duration;

iii. general description of covered population and services (e.g., Medicaid
AFDC + S5, state-only population, mental health, substance abuse, state
hospital, etc.);

iv. the company or agency name and address, and

v. acontact person and telephone number?

T

Does the information indicate that the bidder has experience with contracts that are
comparable in size and scope to the lowa Plan?

O

Yes - Towa may be one of the larger contracts

DK

Y es

organization, agency, interest group or other entity despite the prohibition in the RFP
from doing so?

R B e bl e ToTeTs of Support oF endoTsenent From ANy TRAIVICAL, = [ e
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Bidder Name; CENPATICO

3.3.1 _Org#nizationa_i Inf_omiétidﬁ_ T

Sub-Section Score {circle one): .

| 'Meets With Distinction .~ Meets  Partially Meets . Fails to Meet -

7A.3.1.2)

L.

Does the bidder provide all of the following (as required by the RFP)?

e lists and organizational charts showing any and all owners, voting and non-
voting members of the Board of Directors, officers and executive management
staff, including CEQ, COO, CFO, Medical Director, UM Director, QM Director
and MIS Director or equivalent functional personnel?
the curriculum vitae for the aforementioned executive management staff?

e if the bidder is a wholly or partly owned subsidiary or partnership, a description
of the legal, financial, organizational and operational arrangements and
relationships between the bidder and its parent(s} and any other related
organizations? _

e an organizational chart depicting the bidder in relation to the corporations to
which it is a subsidiary or partner? :

o if the bidder has subsidiaries, a description of the legal, financial, organizational
and operational arrangements and relationships between the bidder and its
subsidiaries?

»  anorganizational chart depicting any subsidiaries in relation to the bidder?

111 bullets appear to be acceptable

——}.mfA-re-anryﬁkey—pGSitieﬁs.,.vacant.........,... T
B, Do senior officers appear to be appropriately qualified? 24
4. Are there any apparent corporate relationships that would introduce a conflict of None identified
interest if the bidder were awarded the confract?
b.  If the bidder is a subsidiary or partnership, are the parent corporations or partners
engaged in business activities that are complimentary to, and likely to provide long
term support to, the bidder?
5. Ifthe organization is a partnership, is the line of authority clearly delineated?
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B_idder Name: CENPATICO

132 Disclosuré of Financial or Related Pafty 'Intér'est_ x

© - Sub-Section Score (circle one)s

Meets With Disti_ﬁqfi_qi;_ <7 Meets i _l?;i;i'ia_lly_i\(iegts_ . Fails to Meet '-

’A.3.2.2)

I, Does the bidder disclose any legal, financial, contractual or related party interests
which the bidder(s) shares with any provider or group of providers, or provide a
statement of no financial or related party interest?

No

7A.3.2.b)

|. Does the bidder (and if the bid involves a partnership or another type of joint
venture, any of the bidders) share a financial or related party interest in any provider
or group of providers, does the bidder set forth a mechanism by which it proposes to
prevent any preferential treatment to those entities with which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

<
H

If the response to #1, above, is affirmative, does this mechanism effectively prevent
preferential treatment to those provider entities in which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

3. Is it likely that the bidder's mechanism will prevent the following situations which
might indicate an attempt to ensure financial gain (from RFP Section 5C.3}:

e ----a*@h‘aﬁgefofrthefdi-stﬁbm:iorrof:referra-}s—or—rei—mburseme&b&mengfpmxﬁiée:k?& e

No

NA

Appear 6 be OK

within a level of care?

e referral by the Contractor to only those providers with whom the Contractor
shares an organizational relationship?

preferential financial arrangements by the Contractor with those providers with
whom the Contractor shares an organizational relationship?

o different requirements for credentialing, privileging, profiling or other network
management strategies for those providers with whom the Contractor shares an
organizational relationship?

s distribution of community reimbursement moneys in a way which gives
preference to providers with whom the Contractor shares an organizational
relationship?

»  substantiated complaints by enrollees of limitations on their access to
participating providers of their choice within an approved level of care?
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

&33 Disé_]_{)sﬁr:e of Le_gél Actioné.

= :'Sub-Se_e_tion Score (circ_Ie p_ne): :

| Meets With Distinction * ~  Mests - Partially Meéets  FailstoMeet -

’A.3.3.a)

1. As far as the evaluator is aware, did the bidder disclose all relevant information in
response to the following RFP questions and requirements or make a statement that
there is no applicable information (as required by the RFP)?

»  During the last five years, has the bidder or any subcontractor identified in
this proposal had a contract for services terminated for convenience, non-
performance, non-allocation of funds, or any other reason for which
termination occurred before completion of all obligations under the initial
contract provisions? I so, provide full details related to the termination.

e During the last five years, has the bidder been subject to default or received
notice of default or failure to perform on a contract? If so, provide full
details related to the default including the other party’s name, address, and
telephone number.

e During the last five years, describe any damages, penalties, disincentives
assessed or payments withheld, or anything of value traded or given up by
the bidder under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates to services
performed that are similar to the services contemplated by the RFP and the
resulting Contract. Indicate the reason for and the estimated cost of that
incident to the bidder.

e During the last five years, list and summarize pending or threatened

History of issues with Arizona product with fines and cure processes (Weakness)

“litigation, administrative or regulatory proceedings, of similar matters that™
could affect the ability of the Bidder to perform the services contemplated in
this R¥F,

¢ During the last five years, have any irregularities been discovered in any of

" the accounts maintained by the Bidder on behalf of others? If 50, describe
the circumstances of irregularities or variances and disposition of resolving
the irregularities or variances.

e  The bidder shall also state whether it or any owners, officers, primary
partners, staff providing services or any owners, officers, primary partners,
or staff providing services of any subcontractor who may be involved with
providing the services contemplated in this RFP, have ever had a founded
child or dependent adult abuse report, or been convicted of a felony.
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

k33 _Disé.i.(_.).surg.éf Legal Actions. ': - i

- Sub-Section Score {circleone):

Mgets_With_b'istixic'_ti'dn [ ,Me'et_s_..-._': ]?artial'l_y'l\/l._g_e_ts 2 '__I;?ails to MeEt o

’A.3.3.a) (continued)

2. 1f the bidder disclosed that it, or one of its subcontractors, had defaulted ona
contract or had a contract terminated for cause, and the project contact person was
contacted, what was the explanation given for the problem and does it raise
concerns regarding the bidder’s qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

3. If the bidder disclosed that, during the previous five years, legal action was taken
against the bidder or if any legal actions are pending, does the explanation and
status update provided by the bidder alleviate any concerns regarding the bidder’s
qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

4. 1f the bidder’s current corporate configuration is related to mergers, did the bidder
provide the requisite responses to the questions above for all components of the
merged entities {as required)?

No

No
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO
7A.4 Project Organization and Staffing - 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 10 pages.
Does it exceed? Y/N?

S T © o0 Sub-Section Score (circle one}:
A4.1 Organizational Chart = - LT e

B __'_'::1\_./.Iez_e.t_s Wit_h_.Distir.t'(_:ﬁpz_i”-'__ :_._Mééts Y I_fa}fially Me_é'_ts___~ L _F_a_ﬁ_ls to Méét_ o :

1. Did the bidder provide an organizational chart that demonstrates:

a) the bidder's corporate structure?

b) the reporting relationship which staff assigned to the Towa Plan would have es
with other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure?

T

Does the proposed reporting relationship between staff assigned to the Iowa Plan
and other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure appear appropriate and likely to oK
be effective? Does it appear that the Iowa Plan-assigned staff will receive safficient
corporate attention and support?
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Bidder Name: CENPATICQ

A4.2 Chart or _O_thef Pxéser:itéti_pﬁ'. R

o Sub-Section Score (circle one): . Dl

would have management responsibility for fowa Plan operations?

¢) the reporting relationships between those positions?

d) the credentials required of individuals to be hired for each clinical and
management position?

¢) the office locations of each individual?

!\J

Do the types and numbers of staff to be assigned to the Jowa Flan appear to be
sufficient in number and have the appropriate credentials?

3. Are adequate resources dedicated to serving DPH Participants?

. TIs the staffing distributed appropriately given the allowable distribution of
administrative costs to each funding stream (i.e., Medicaid 13.5% or less; DPH, 3.5%
or less)?

5. Are the UM, QA, claims and systems senior management positions appropriately

Don’t see medical director. Probably just overlooked

DK

beems to.

rtifipratarcappropriately-seniorlevelof the-organizaiont—————rrf——

3 ' 'M._e'_e_:t.S. Wlthistmcnon : :_ Meets Partlally i\f[eé_t_s i .:_Fa_'ils to Meet -
|. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?
a) every position which would be working on the lowa Plan?
b) the name and qualifications of the proposed lowa-based individual who Y es
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

.- Sub-Section Score (circle one): . - - -

B __Méef_é.Wi;t'l:i_.f)istinctior_i._ Meets - - nPaft_ia,lly_Meejts o 'lffails to Meet

243 Chairt'or Other _I’re_se_nfa_tibﬁ TN

|. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?

a) the subcontractors {excluding network providers) who would be working
on the Iowa Plan? -

b) the responsibilities of those subcontractors?

¢} special skills of those subcontractors?

d) the Iocation of the office of each subcontractor from which they will provide
their subcontracted services? ‘

D, If there is more than one subcontractor, does the number of subcontractors appear to
be too large or to potentially hinder the bidder’s successful operation of the
program?

3. Did the bidder propose to subcontract any functions that the evaluator believes are
integral to successful program operation and should not be subcontracted?

CoTed e

Yes, nurse line, etc. (Strength}
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B_idder Name: CENPATICO

\.4.4 Financial Information

o . Sub-Section Score (circle one}: - .

s aminimum of three written financial references including contract
information?

T
.

Do the financial statements or alternative financial information demonstrate that the
bidder has the financial wherewithal to serve as a stable partner to the state?

3. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information raise any concerns
about the bidder’s qualifications to serve as the Jowa Plan contractor?

4. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has conducted its

financial business in an appropriate manner and is qualified, based on its financial
practices and financial status alone, to serve as the Iowa Plan contractor?

.| Meets With Distinction " Meets . - Partially Meets Fails to Meet "
. Did the Bidder provide the following information:
» audited financial statements from independent auditors for the last three
years. If the bidders did not have financial statements, did it provide a
detailed explanation of why they are not available and provide alternatives
that were acceptable to the Departments? DK
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Bidder Name: CENPATICO

7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative - 10% This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the
RFP, should not exceed 3 pages. Does it exceed? Y/N?

\5 Budget Wo.'r'ksh'e'e_t and Neffaiive - '_ o

Meets Wxth sttmctmn Meets

Suwaectmn Score {circle, one)

Pamally Meets

. Fails to Meet

Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the Medicaid capitation payment
allocated to the Medicaid Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified
maximuom of 13.5%7

f&ccept contract rates for fn'st year

3

Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the IDPH payment allocated to the
JDPH Administrative Fund will be less than the REP-specified maximum of 3.5%?

Does the bidder propose using the Community Reinvestment Account fund on:
s services that would benefit eligible persons?
e services that the bidder has identified in response to 7A.2.6,b), VA.2.13.b), or
other questions within Section 7 of the RFP? (this question is fo assess internal
consistency within the bidder's response)

42




Bidder Name: CENPATICO

X.G"R_éqﬁ'i_re'd_Céfti_fica_tidﬁs S

w7 L0 Sub-Bection Score (circle onel: -

[ MeetsWItthstmctmn Méets'.. :'Pé_l"_'t.iélly_'Meeés._:' ;Féils_ to Me'gf_"- L

. Does the bidder include all the required certifications? (Y/N)

e  RFP Certifications and Mandatory Guarantee

¢ Release of Information ‘

s Mandatory Requirements and Reasons for Disqualification
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